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Introduction

ne of the most imporiant components of a sucoess-

ful urban tree program is the selection of suitable

speciesfoultivars for use in the landscape. Improper
selections can lead 10 a host of probiems, including
interference with overhead utiities, clogged sewer lines,
ifted sidewalks, insect/ disease pests, and trees unable
to survive in the climate or site in which they were plant-
ed. Such problems can frustrate tree-planting efforts
and depiete financial resources.

I is obvicus that adequate, reliable information is the
key {0 avoiding many of the above-noted problems. In
reviewing current iterature, however, it hecomes
increasingly clear that much of the decision-making
information has been compiled using data from various
casiern and midwestern siates. In fact, there is currently
fimited research specifically covering tree species/culti-
vars suitable for use in Michigan's urban areas.

With this in mind, a study was designed to identify suit-
able species/cultivars specifically for use in Michigan's
urban areas, utilizing the expertise and experience of
professionals invelved in the tree care industry. An
extensive ist of 185 {ree species/ cuitivars was select-
ed and then evaluated by Michigan tree care profes-
sionals. The focus of this study was io svaluate nct only
raditiorat urban trees but also those trees that are cur-
rently not frequently used in urban areas. The intent
was {0 produce a new classification of species/cultivars
suitable for Michigan's urban environments. With more
options in urban tree selection, ree professionals may
be able to avoid many of the problems associated wit
matching a species with the site while increasing diver-
sity in the urban tree population.

Methodology

The first step in creating the survey was o produce a
list of speciss/cuttivars to be rated. This was accom-
plished in several ways. The initial list was compiled
irom Strest Tree Fact Sheets' and the 1996 Lake
County Nursery Catalog2. This st was then sent to
members of the Board of Directors of the Michigan
Forestry and Park Association, inc. (MFPA), a chapier
of the Internationa! Society of Arboriculiure, which was
advising and funding the oroject. Each member

TGerhoig, Hermry D, Willet N. Wandel! and Norman L. Lacasss. 1093,
Street Tree Fact Sheets. University Park, PA: Pannsylvania State
Unversity.

ZLake County Nurssry Catalog. 1998. Perry, Ohio.

reviewed/ commented on the list, and from thelr sug-
gestions & new list was created and redistributed 1o the
board for a second review before the survey was pre-
pared for distribution.

The survey was mailed to 1,478 individuals in Michigan
who had an affiliation with the green industy. They were
selected based on gither their membership in MFPA, or
the Michigan Nursery and Landscape Association
(MNLA), or if they appeared on the Dunn and Bradstrest
fisting for the industry. The individuals selected from the
Dunn and Bradsireet list were chosen randomly; all
members of MFPA and MNLA were selected. A second
copy of the survey was sent {0 those individuals who did
not respond to the first malling.

The Survey

The first survey gquestion asked the respondents to rate
each tree or: a scaie of 0 {n/a), 1 {poor) to 4 (exceilent),
based on their direct observational experience in their
profession. A mean value, excluding zeros, was then
calcutated. The second question asked the respondents
1o list the optimum planting site(s) for the same species
{s=street, y=yard, p=park, usutiiity, o=cther). The survey
also asked the respondents’ occupation from a fist,
iocation in Michigan, years in the industry, years in that
iocaticn and their USDA plant hardiness zone (4, 5 or 8).

Hardiness Zones of
Michigar: according to
USDA Plant Hardiness
Zone Map.

Approximate range of average
miniaum temperatures for sach
one!

Zone 6: -10 degreas tc § dagress F
Zong 5: <20 degrees 10 -10 degrees F
Zone 4: -30 degrees tc -20 degrees F

L




Table 1: Summary of Respondents’ OQccupations and Hardiness Zones.

Surveys mailed: 1,478 E Surveys returned: 387 {26%) Completed surveys: 300 {(20%)
Number of Hardiness Zone

Goceupation respondents & 5 5 None listed
Arborist 39 (13%) 2 25 S 3
Urban Forester 48 (16%) c 28 16 3
{ andscape Architects 37 (12%) 2 26 6 3
Landscape Contractors 79 (26%) 4 54 18 3
Landscape Consuliants 10 (3%) ¢ 10 0 0
Nursery/Growers 34 {11%]) 4 20 8 2
Other 53 (18%) 2 33 12 6
TOTAL: 300 (100%) 14 (5%) 197 (B66%) 89 (23%) 20 (6%)

"includes respondents who did not Hist an occupation.

Resuils

From the 1,476 surveys mailed, 387 (26 percent) were
returned. From those received, 300 (20 percent) had suffi-
cient information to fully complete the survey. Table 1 sum-
marizes the occupations and hardiness zones of the
respondents o the survey. Table 2 lists all trees rated by
all respondents in rank order. Table 3 lists all trees rated by
all respondents, as well as appropriate growing location(s)
as chosen by respondents. Table 4 lists those trees with
the overali iowast ratings. The remaining tables (5-22) list
the top specises and appropriate location(s) by hardiness
zone (4, 5 and €) and by occupation (arborist, urban
forester, landscape architect, landscape consuftant, land-
scape confractor, nursery professional and other). At the
hottom of each of the “Top Trae” 1ables are trees that were
rated by less than 25 percent of the respondenis. it is
hoped that the listing of these less well known species will
provide information for expansion of species usage.

Conclusion

Users should be cautioned that the authors do not rate
frees but are providing data furnished by professionals
with experience using the trees. As such, users wouid do
wel to look across professional lines, considar the numbar
of respondents on which the various tables are based,
and make comparisons and judgements accordingly.

Diversity of plantings is usually considered desirable,
provided ihe species can grow well on that site and in
that hardiness zone. ignoring the realities of appropriate-
ness for the sole purpose of diversity is folly. The use of
these ratings can help o avoid such pocr decisions.

The various rating tabies present the top species rated
by at Isast 25 percent of respondents in the category.
The lower pertions of the tabies present trees rated high-
iy but by less than 25 percent of respondents in that cat-
egory. These may be especially interesting to consider
because they are rated highly by the few who are familiar
with them. They might be considered appropriate for per-
sonal trials.

Another sericus concern i the suggested best location
for a free to be planted. Even though a tree may be
ranked high, it may not be advised for alt types of loca-
tions, Therefore, it is important 1o take into consideration
the location in which the tree will be piantad.

We hope that the information provided will help tree pro-
fessionals make mors informed decisions about species
selection and lead to a greater diversity in planting.

Disciaimer

The ratings within this publication: are not those of
the authors, Michigan State University Extension, the
Michigan Forestry and Park Association, ingc., or the
Michigan Nursery and Landscape Association. The
data provided have been furnished by professionals
within the “green industry” who have experience using
the trees. In a listing fike this, some species ratings may
be disptited by serme people. Readers should use cau-
ton when selecting species and are advised to review
various tables within this publication, as well as other
iiterature, before making their final species selection.










Table 2: Master List
Rank Order of Ali Trees by All Respondents

_{300 Respondents)
Rank | : Mean : % of
Order . Responses
1 Amelanchier x grandifiora ‘Auturmn Britlance’ | Autume Briliance Serviceberry 346 | 49%
2 [Fraxinus americana ‘Aufumit Applause’ Autumn Applause White Ash 340 ! 47%
3 Gingko biloba Princefon Sentry’ Princeton Sentry Gingke 339 2%
4 Fraxipys americans ‘Autumn Purple’ Autumn Purple White Ash 3.38 71%
5 Acer rubrum ‘Red Sunset Red Sunset Red Maple 337 ! 79%
§ iMalus ‘Snowdrift! Snowdrift Crabapple 3 7%
7 Taxus cuspidala Japanese Yew 3.33 7%
8 Thia cordate ‘Gresnspire’ Greenspire Littie-loaf Linden P 3.3 87%
8 Amelanchier lsavis ‘Mafestic' |Majestic Serviceberry 330 32%
10 Acer saccharum ‘Green Mountain’ 'Green Mountain Sugar Maple 138 54%
11 |Amelanchier arboraa iDowny Serviceberry 328 | 60%
42 Picea ables Rorway Spruce 328 93%
i3 Finus strobus White Pine 328 4%
4" |Acer ubrum ‘Kampici' Karpick Red Maple 228 14%
1 ‘Fraxinus pennsylvanica Patmors’ Patmore Green Ash 3.28 3%
16 Acerrubrum ‘Red Maple 325 94%
i ‘Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 322 94%
18 Mafus Flowering Crabapple 322 90%
4 Comus mas Cornelian Cherry 3.2 51%
28 Pices omorika Serbian Spruce 3.20 58%
2t Acer pistancides ‘Crimson King' Lrimson King Norway Maple 318 95%
2 Acer rubrum 'Cctober Glory' :October Glory Red Maple 3.18 69%
23 Fraxinus americana White Ash 3.18 83%
24 Malus 'Springsnow’ Springsnow Crabappie 318 1%
25 Pices glauce dansata Black Hills Spruce P38 63%
26 iAcer pistancides Norway Mapie XV 54%
27 Acer platanoides ‘Emeraid Queen’ Emerald Queen Norway Maple 3.47 72%
23 Acer platanoiges ‘Superform’ Superform Norway Mapls 347 55%
28 |Abies concolor {White Fir 3.7 75%
30 |Acer saccharum Legaty’ HL.2gacy Sugar Maple 318 32%
H Gleditisia triacanthos ‘Skyiine’ Skyline Honeylocust 318 76%
32 Quercus gibe White Qak 348 73%
33 |Acer piatancides ‘Deborah’ Deborah Norwgy Mapie 314 | 47%
34 Fagys syivatica European Beach 344 B1%
35 Fagus sylvafica Purpurea Pendula’ Purple Weeping European Beech 344 83%
36 {Fraxinus pennsylvanica ‘Marshall Seedless’ Marshall Seedless Green Ash 314 73%
37 thdalus ‘Centurion’ Centurion Crabappie 344 44%
38 Syringa reficuizie Japanese Tree Lilac 344 56%
39" [Fraxinus pennsylvanica ‘Cimmaron’ Cimmaron Green Ash 313 23%
40 Gingho bitobs Gingko 343 83%
41 Ficea pungens grauca Colorado Blue Spruce 343 96%
42 |Acerginnala Amyr Maple 342 | 76%
43 Comus kouss Kausa Dogwood 342 ! 75%
44 Crataegus phasncayrim ‘Washington Hawthomn 3.12 T0%
45 :Tilig cordata iLittle-leaf Linden 3142 81%
45 ‘Gledifisia tiacanthos ‘Shademastsr !Shademaster Honeylogust 31 9%
47 Quercus rubra iNorthern Red Oak 341 73%
* Rank order is based on all 300 respondents.
** Tregs rated by less than 25% of respondents. 1




Table 2: Master List

Rank Order of All Trees by Al Respondents

{303 Respondents) -

Rank

" Mean % of
Order* ‘Responses
43 Aver pletanoides 'Columnare’ Columnar Norway Maple 3.10 76%
48 Betula nigre River Birgh 340 | 87%
56 Fagus grandifolis American Beech 310 74%
51 Mstasaquois givotostroboides Dawn Redwood 3.10 62%
52 Pices glauca White Spruce 3.08 85%
53 Acer palmatum ‘Japanese Maple 3.07 87%
54™ | Acer x freemanii 'Celebration’ Celebration Hybrid Maple 307 23%
85 Gledilisfa triacanthos Imperial’ Imperial Honeylocust 3.06 54%
36 Pyrus calleryane ‘Bradford’ | Bradford Pear 306 88%
57 |Cratasgus phsenopyrum Fresidential’ Presidantial Washington Hawthomn 303 13%
58 Qusrcus macrocams Bur Qak 303 48%
59 Tilie euichiora Crimean Linden 3.03 26%
80 Juniperys chinensis {hinese Juniper 3063 51%
81 :Carpinus betvius 'Fastigieta’ | Pyramidal European Hombeam 3.02 43%
§2 Crataegus virdis "Winfer King' :Winter King Hawthorn 3.02 36%
83 |Fagus sylvatics ‘Dawyokii Dawyck European Beech 302 18%
64 1Pyrus colleryans Callery Pear 3.02 64%
85 Crateagus crus-gall ‘Thorntess Cockspur Hawthom 3.01 7%
66 Fraxinus pernsylvanica Green Ash 3.01 T8%
§7™  |Quercus eculissima Sawiooth Oak 3.00 24%
§8 Tilia americens 'Legend’ Legand American Linden 3.00 %
§6™  |Tifia cordata ‘Dropmore’ Dropmore Litle-ieaf Linden 300 | 4%
70 ‘Thufa occidentalis White Cedar 300 95%
7 | Acer platenpides ‘Schwedleri 'Schwedler Norway Maple 288 7%
72 Tilie americana 'Redmond’ Redmond American Linden 257 44%
73 iCQuercus bicolor Swarmp White Oak 288 50%
74 Quercus soccinsa Scariet Oak 285 49%
75 Comus alfemifolie :Pagoda Dogwood 254 §1%
76 Malus Harvast Gold® Harvest Gold Crabappie 294 38%
77 Quercus robur English Osk 284 85%
78 Cercidiphyilurm japonicum Katsura 293 48%
7™ |Piaws bungsena Lace-Bark Pine 2.93 28%
80 Acer campssire Hedge Maple 232 89%
8 iTexodium distichum Balg Cypress 282 | 47%
82 Larix laptolopis -Japanese Larch 2.91 26%
8 Magnolia x soufangiana Saucer Magnolia 280 7%
84 Quercus imbricania Shingle Oak 2.89 %
85 |Larix faricing Eastern Larch 2.59 43%
88"  Pinus peucs MacedonianiBatkan Pine 28% | 8%
87 | Euccmmia uimoides iHardy Rubber Tree 288 13%
88 Abies frager! [Fraser Fir . 288 63%
89 Carpinus batulus European Hormbeam 287 56%
88 [Carpinus caroliniana American Hormbeam 288 46%
84 Carcis canadensis Radbud 2.86 92%
82  iCrateegus Hawthorn 285 77%
81 :Chamascyparis Cypress 285 | 48%
94 |Liquidambar styreciiua Swaetgum 283 | 77%

* Rank order is hased ¢n alf 300 respondents.

** Trees rated by less than 25% of respondents,

[a%]




Table 2: Master List
Rank Crder of All Traes by All Respondents

{306 Respondents} -
Rank | Mean | %of
Ordar* | 'Responsos
95 Thufa (Piatyciadus) orientalis | Oriental White Cedar 283 43%
86" | Acertataricum Tatarian Maple 282 - 2%
87  Carys ovale -Shagbark Hickory 282 61%
$8%  |Fraxinus pennsylvanica ‘Urbanite’ Urbanite Green Ash 282 17%
89 Nyssa sylvatica BiackgumiSourgum 2.82 54%
408 |Pinus resincsa Norway/Red Pine 282 68%
101" Acercampestre Quesn Elizabeih’ Queen Elizabeth Hedge Maple 281 5%
182 Gleditisia inacanthos Honeylocust 281 77%
03 [Platanus x acerifoiia ‘Blocdgeod’ ‘Bloodgood London Plane 2.8% 74%
104 Finug parviflora Japanese White Pine 281 30%
108 |Lidodendron tulipifera Tulip Tree 280 75%
066 Quercus eliipsoidalis ‘Northern Pin Qak 280 54%
107 'Quercus palustris 'Pin Oak 278 83%
108 -Comus forida White Flowering Dogwood 278 88%
168 Sophora japorica Japanese Pagoda Tree 278 | 39%
110 Pinys nigra Austrian Pine 278 90%
111 Prunus sernlsta HKwanzan Cherry 277 1%
112 iLarx dacidus :European Larch 277 58%
113* Cowvlus columa ‘Turkish Filbert 2.76 22%
14" | Guercus mongofica Mongolian Dak 276 8%
45" [ Tilia iomentosa Sitver Linden 276 23%
Y16 | Fraxinus excelsior Hasse' Hesse European Ash 275 12%
147 Gladilisia triacanthos ‘Sunburst’ Sunbuyrst Honeylocust 275 75%
118 |Pseudolsuga menziesi Douglas Fir 275 2%
148" | Aver nigrum 'Graen Cofumi’ ‘Green Column Black Maple 276 24%
126 Acer grissurm Paperbark Maple 273 54%
1247 |Meackil amurense Amur Maackia 273 12%
122 |Asscuius x camea ‘Briof Ruby Red Horsechestnut 268 42%
123 [Comus forida rubra ‘Pink Flowering Dogwood 268 78%
124 :Cladrastis kentuckea Yeliowwood 267 37%
125 | Ables baisameoa Balsam Fir 267 £3%
126 iJuniperus virginiana Eastern Red Cedar . 264 84%
127 (Uimus x Yrban' Urbay Eim VA9 7%
126 |Pinus sylvestris Secateh Pine 262 80%
128 |Sassafras albidium Sassafras 261 57%
130 Celinus coggygria Smoketree 280 | 0%
131 Cratasgus lasvigste ‘Crimson Cioud’ ‘Crimson Cloud Hawthom 280 ! 35%
132 Pinus pondercse 'Ponderosa Pine 280 3%
133 Gymnocladus divicus ‘Kentucky Coffeetree 2.58 49%
134™ - Acer grandidentefum Canyon Maple 258 6%
135  |Pheflodendron emurense Amur Corkiree 257 32%
136 Platanus occidentalis American Sycamore 287 76%
137 Fraxinus nigra Black Ash 2.58 24%
138" i Pheliodendron emuranse ‘Macho’ Macho Amur Corktree 258 13%
133 Jisglang nigra Black Wainut 2.55 86%
40 Juniperus scopulorum Rocky Mountain Juniper 2.55 26%
141 | Cellis occidentaris Hackberry 254 56%
* Rank order is based on all 300 raspondanis.
** Traes rated by less than 25% of respondents, 3




Rank Order of All Trees by All Respondents

Table 2: Master List

{300 Respondents) -
Renk | | Mean  %of
Drder” | Responses
142 | Abies homolapis Hikko Fir 252 7%
143" |Ulmus smericans ‘Defewars' Delaware American Eim 251 12%
144 |Belula alfaghanionsis {futea) Yellow Birch 246 35%
145 |Prunus virginiena ‘Shubert Shubert Chokecherry ; 246 30%
146™  |\Ulmus x ‘Pionesr Pioneer Elin P246 | 12%
147 | Aescuius hippocastanum Baumanni' Baumann Horsechestnut 245 T 29%
148 |Cralaegus laevigata 'Paul's Scariet’ Paut’s Scarlet Hawthom | 244 47%
148 |Castanes moliissima Chinese Chestnut 243 | 26%
188 |Alnwus glutinosa {European Alder 242 25%
151 Comus florida "Welchif {Tricolor Dogwood 242 26%
152" |Ulmus x Homestead' ‘Homesfead Eim 237 14%
153 Kostreuteria paniculate Goldenrain 236 . 50%
154 lAcer saccharinum 'Silver Queen' Silver Queen Silver Mapie 2.28 38%
158" | Aesculus x amoidiana ‘Autumn Splendor Autumn Splendor Buckeye 228 13%
58 {Uimus pervifolia Chinese Elm 2.28 58%
18 |\Uimus x Sapporc Gold' |Sappora Hybrid Eim 2.27 7%
138 |Befuls populifolia 1Gray Birch 226 28%
188 iPrunus x cerasifera 'Newpor? Newgort Plum 225 54%
160 Sorbus aucupane Europesn Mountain Ash 225 76%
181 Laburnum x waterari Goldenchain 224 40%
162 Sorus alnifolia ‘Koraan Mountain Ash 223 33%
183 Fopuius bremulpides Quaking Aspen 222 57%
184 |Cataipa speciosa Catalpa 221 85%
168 |Castanca deniafe {American Chestnut 219 37%
166 |Safix efbe Waeping Willow 219 | 81%
187  :Betuls papyrifera White/Paper Birch 2142 84%
168  |Finus banksiana Jack Pine 211 84%
189 Maclura pomifers Osage Orange N 43%
170 tUimus lgevis ‘European White Eim P210 10%
171 Robiria pseudoacacia |Black Locust 209 82%
172 Limus americana American Eim 208 64%
173 |Pripus pensyivanica Pin Cherry 206 28%
114 |Acer saccharinum Siiver Maple 204 85%
iT8  Baiuis pendula European White Birch 200 1 £8%
i |Morus atba White Mulberry 1.85 51%
177 |Populus deftoides Cottonwood | 188 1%
178 Flaesgrus angustiflia Russian Clive 185 78%
178 Populus x ‘tmpearial’ Imperial Poplar 1.85 %
1807 |Popuius x ‘Sipuxiand’ ‘Siouxiand Poplar 1.80 18%
184 Acar ssocherum Columnere’ Columnar Sugar Maple 175 | 65%
$82 Poputus nigra italica’ Lombardy Poplar 173 72%
183" | Salix alba ‘Serices’ |Siberian "White Willow” 170 14%
184 |Ulmus pumilg |Siberian Sy 170 54%
185 [Acer nsgundo {Boxelder 165 74%
* Rark order is hased on alf 300 respondents,
™ Trees rated by less than 25% of raspondents. 4




Table 3: Mastér List
Rating of All Trees, including Appropriate Location(s), by All Respondents
{300 Respondents} Arranged Aiphabetically by Genus

Ranking®, Mean % of
Responses

128 Abies bafsamea Balsam Fir 287 63%
;Strest 4%

Yard 0%

Park 71%

| Utiity | 12%

1Other , 23%

25 Abigs corcolor White Fir 3147 75%
Street ] 3%

Yard 86%

1Park 79%

“Utiity 8%

:Qther 15%

88  Abies fraseri ‘Fraser Fir 288 63%
iStraet 1%

[Yard 78%

Park 65%

Utiity 7%

{Other 21%

142 Abies homolepis i Nilcko Fir 252 %
| Street : 0%

Mard 100%

Park 81%

Uitiity 0%

|Other 43%

80 |Acer campestre Hedge Maple 2.92 59%
1Strest 37%

‘Yard 75%

iPark 58%

[Utilty 48%

Ciher 1%

0™ |Acer campestre ‘Queen Elizebeth’ Queen Efizabeth Hedge Mapie 28t 25%
Strast 28%

Yard 76%

Park 54%

Utifity 38%

Other 12%

42  iAgargipnala Amur Mapla 312 76%
Strest 19%

Yard | 78%

Park §0%

Uty 40%

:Other ! 14%

134 | Acer grandidentatum Canyon Mapis | 258 6%

Street : 100%

Yard i 100%

Park 58%

iUtility 21%

IOther 42%




Table 3: Master List

Rating of Al Trees, including Appropriate Location(s), by Ali Raspondents

{300 Respondents) Arranged Afphabetically by Genus

Ranking* | | Mean | % of
| Responses

120 |Acergrissum 'Paperbark Mapie [ 273 54%
{Street } 1 ‘ 10%

|Yard f [ 83%

"Park ; 3%

| Utifity | 1 1%

Other 1 : | 18%

185  Acer negundo Boxelder IREE 74%
|Street | i 16%

Yard ! ;’ 15%

Park 26%

Uity 18%

Other : | 38%

48" | Acer nigrum ‘Green Column' Greep Column Black Maple 274 | 21%
Strest ; 52%

Yard ! 78%

Park 49%

Utility 14%

Other 16%

53 Acer palmatum Japanese Maple La07 87%
“Strest \ 3%

Vard ? | 9%

Park ! [ 26%

{Utility 7%

Other 11%

Z& Acer plateroidas Norway Maple 347 4%
‘Strest ' i §5%

Yare | 81%

[Park 5%

Uity [ | 23%

Othar 1 9%

48 | Acer pistanoides "Colurmnare' Columnar Norway Maple 310 75%
Sirest 7Z%

Yard 64%

Park 43%

Uttty ; 2%
‘Other : i 10%

21 |Acer platanoides ‘Crimson King' Crimsgon King Norway Mapie 348 5%
Street 85%

Yard S0%

Park 88%

(Uitility : 13%

Othar J 8%

33 Acer pigfanoides ‘Deborah’ Deborah Norway Maple 314 A7%
|Straet j 63%

Yard | ek

{Park t 70%

Utitity 12%

Giher 8%




Table 3: Master List

Rating of All Trees, including Appropriate Location{s), by All Respondents

{300 Respondents) Arranged Alphabstically by Genus

Ranking® | | Mean | %of
‘: 1 | | Responses

21 lAcer platanoides ‘Emerald Quaen' |Emerald Queen Norway Maple X 72%

Strest ‘\ \ 58%

Yard 8%

Park : : I 7%

{Utiity i 1 S 4%

IOther : ‘; i 7%

71 |Acer platancides 'Schwedler! Schwedler Norway Mapie 28 L 1%

|Streat 3 ! | 58%

Yard i 1 i BE%

|Park l ; %

Utility i ] I 6%

Other { L 1%

78 |Acerplatanoides 'Superform’ [Superform Norway Maple | 317 \ 55%

|Street | ‘ ‘ &7%

Yard * ; | 8%

Park i " : 72%

Utility i ‘, ! 18%

{Qther i i ! 8%

% |Acernibum |Red Maple VI 84%

Street 1\ ‘ \ 48%

Yard ! ! . 8%

IPark | 1%

Uity i I | 14%

[Qther % @ 14%

147 | Acer ubrum 'Karpick’ |Karpick Red Mapie 3.8 14%

|Street "- | R

“Yard i ; 88%

Park ! . 8%

Utilty i N

‘Cther ! 19%

22 1Acer rubrum 'Cotober Glory' Octaber Glory Red Mapie 348 55%

Street | 5 5%

Yard } z 88%

[Park | ] [ 18%

Uity 1 -l 1%

|Cther i { 1%

§ | Acermbmum ‘Red Sunsef 'Red Sunset Red Maple - 337 | 78%

|Sireet ! | 8%

Yard | ; ! 88%

[Park i [ 6%

Uity ! ! 12%

\Other i | 1%

474 lAcer ssccharinum ISiiver Maple | 204 85%

Siree! ‘ | P iB%

Yard ; i I

IPark | [ | 54%

ity i | 1 21%

[Other | | T 20%




Tabie 3: Master List

Rating of All Trees, including Appropriate Location{s), by Alf Respondants

{300 Respcmjentg) Arranged Alphabetically by Genus

Ranking* | | Mean | % of
? W | Responses
154 |Acer saccherinum 'Silver Queen' :Sliver Queen Siver Maple | 228 ! 38%
[Sresi & [ : 26%
“Yard | } | 53%
Park J 57%
[ Utiity ! | | 3%
Other J 16%
17 Acer saccharum |Sugar Mapie 7 94%
[Street f A%
Yarg | i 82%
|Pari B1%
Uty | 14%
‘Other -‘ l 14%
181 JAcer saccharum ‘Columnare’ iColumnar Sugar Maple | 175 69%
iStroet ? | 46%
Yarg ; i ! 45%
Park | %
Utiity 1 ,‘ 13%
Other | ! 8%
10 Acer saccharum ‘Green Mountain' Green Mountain Sugar Maple Y | 54%
Sireet ] ! “ 51%
[Yard | | 87%
‘Bark *  80%
Uity J 13%
{Other ; 3' ; 12%
30 [Acer saccharum Legacy ‘Legacy Sugar Mapie 346 | 32%
Strest | : 52%
Yard ' ! i 85%
Park | | | %
Uity I ; 16%
[Otrer | | 1%
6™ | Acer fataricum "Tatarian Maple 282 21%
Street %
Yard | &%
{Park b Ee%
Ltity 34%
Other ! 15%
54 | Acer x freamanii ‘Calebration’ Lelebration Hybrid Maple 367 23%
Street ; 1%
Yard B4A%
Park 85%
Uty [ 0%
Cther 18%
147 (Aesculus hippocastanum 'Baumannii Baumann Horsechestnut 245 29%
Sheet ‘ ! 32%
‘Yard | 56%
Park : 75%
Uity 7%
Other | 16%




Table 3: Master List

Rating of Al Trees, inciuding Appropriate Location(s), by All Respondents

{300 Respondents) Arranged Alphabetically by Genus

Ranking® Mean % of
| Responses
1857 | Aestulus x amoldiana ‘Autumn Spisndor Autumn Splendor Buckeye 228 13%
Street 3%
Yard ! 89%
IPark : 79%
Utility 10%
[Other . 23%
122 Assculus x camea ‘Brioli 'Ruby Red Morsechestnut 268 42%
Street 23%
Yard j 75%
Park I 76%
Uttty : 4%
Other | 13%
150 Alus ghitinoss European Alder 2.42 29%
| Strest 15%
Yard j 47%
|Park : 1% ]
Uititity 28%
{Other | 29%
11 |Amslanchisr arbores ‘Dewny Serviceberry 328 0%
‘Sireet 12%
|Yard ! B4%
"Park j 72%
itity 38%
103!3? i 13%
3 | Amelanchier laevis Majestic’ Majestic Serviceberry 330 32%
iStreet 5%
[Yard ; 1 3%
iPark 75%
Uity 34%
|Other 13%
t Amalanchier x grandfiora ‘Auturn Britiance’ | Autumn Brilitance Servicebery 348 48%
Street i &%
Yard | ‘ &% |
|Park } 69%
Uttty 1 33%
Other 12%
144 [Betuls alfeghaniensis [lutes; Yellow Birch 248 35%
Street 5%
Yard 70%
‘Park i 78%
|ty ' 9%
Cther 24%,
48 | Sstuia pigra :River Birch 3.10 87%
‘Street ! 11%
Yard 85%
[Park 668%
Uity 13%
IOther 16%




Tabie 3: Master List

Rating of All Trees, Inciuding Appropriate Location(s), by All Respondents

{300 Respondents) Arranged Alphabeticaily by Genus
Ranking” Mean % of
Responses
187  |Betuls papyrifera White/Paper Birch 212 84%
;Street 5%
Yard 79%
Park 52%
UHitity ! 8%
Cther ' 14%
175 Belyia pendula European White Birch 200 68%
| Street 2%
Yerg 72%
{Park 45%
fUtility 4%
Cther | 13%
158  |Bafula popuiifolia | Gray Birch 2.28 28%
Sireet 5%
Yard 65%
Park 7%
Uty 14%
‘Other 18%
88 :Caminus betulus European Hornbeam 287 58%
| Street ’ 31%
Yare 8%
Park B | 69%
Usitity ! 5 8%
Gther | 3 14%
61 | Carpinus betuius ‘Fastigiata' 1Pyramidal European Hombeam D302 43%
|Sireet | ; 42%
Yarg * 82%
Park ! 61%
ittty 1%
‘Other 5%
8¢ :Caminus ceroiiniana American Hornbeam 286 49%
‘Strast 24%
Yard 73%
‘Park 74%
Uity 24%
ther ; 15%
g7 Carys ovata Shagbark Hickory 282 61%
Streat 10%
Yard 52%
IPark 84%
|Utifity 13%
|Other 18%
168  Cestenea dentefe American Chestnut 218 7%
IStreet 13%
‘Yard 51%
Park 74%
Uty ! 7%
{Cther | 23%
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Tabsie 3; Master List

Rating of All Trees, including Appropriate Location(s), by All Respondents

{300 Respondents} Arranged Alphabetically by Genus

Ranking* | i | Mean % of
Responses

149 |Castanes mollizsima |Chinese Ghestnut 243 26%

:Street ‘ 9%

Yard 85%

{Park 73%

iUtility 8%

iOther 2T%

184 Calaips specioss Catalpa 2.2t 65%

|Strast 13%

Yard 46%

Park 7%

Uity 13%

{Other 18%

141 [Cailis oocitenislis Hackberry 254 56%

Sirest i 1%

Yerd 48%

Park 75%

Utitity 5%

iCther 2%

78 Cercidiphyfiurn japonicum Katsura 283 48%

:Straet 26%

Yarg 82%

Park 76%

Uity i 16%

‘Cther ‘ 1%

81 |Cercis canadensis iRedbud 2.86 92%

|Street | 10%

Yard 92%

‘Park 59%

Uty 2%6%

|Cther : 12%

8% :Chamaecypars Cypress 285 46%

i Sireet 2%

Yard 80%

Park 45%

Uity 9%

ther : 18%

124 | Cladrastis kentuckea Yeliowwond 267 3%

Street 15%

Yard 75%

Bari B5%

1LY 12%

:Other 3 14%

75 {Cornus sltemifolie ‘Pagoda Dogwood 254 B1%

'Streat 5%

Yarg 91%

Park 54%

Utikty 2%

|Gther 14%

1




Table 3: Master List

Rating of All Trees, Including Appropriate Location(s), by Ali Respondents

{300 Respandents) Arrannad Alphabetically by Genus

Rarking* i " Mean | % of
1 ‘ | Responses
108 Comus florida [White Fiowering Dogwood 278 88%
[Street { i - 8%
Yard ! 94%,
|Park i | ; 57%
Wity | f 22%
‘Ofher ; ‘ ! 13% |
123 |Comus fiorida rubra |Pink Flowering Dogwood | 288 78%
Street ! : 6%
Yard i | 96%
iPark ! i 50%
ity ‘ : 20%
[Cther i 1%
381 Comus florida "Welchil Tricolor Dogwood 242 26%
Street 1 ; 1%
Yard | | 100%
Park f { 45%
|ty i 14%
Other ! | 2%
43 [Cormus kousa ‘Kousa Dogwood 212 75%
‘Straet 8%
Yard ‘ 96%
Park f ; 55%
Utiity l I | 2%
|Other : ! 13%
18 |Comus mas |Cormetian Cherry N 51%
‘Street | | 12%
Ward \ 8% |
|Park | 63%
Uity ;’ 32%
|Other ' 16%
113" Coryius columa Turkish Fiibert 278 22%
|Strest g 28%
Yard ! 81%
Park | 60%
Uity : 18%
|Othar 19%
138 ' Cotinus coggygria Smoketree 260 0%
|Street 4%
Yard 86%
Park 53%
Uty 19%
{Other ‘ 1%
$2  |Cratasgus Hawthorn 2.85 7%
Street j 25%
Yard ! J 74%
Park ! 67%
Uity : 48%
| Other i 16%
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Table 3: Master List

Rating of Ali Trees, including Appropriate Location(s}, by All Respondents

{300 Respondents) Aranged Alphabeticallv by Genus

Ranking* | ; " Mean % of
] ] : Responses

85 Cralaegus crusgali {Thomiess Cotkspur Hawthom D301 57%

1Street L 2%

Yard | | 76%

Park i 72%

|Utiity ] i 449,

‘Other ; ' 15%

13 |Crataegus laevigate 'Crimson Cloud’ jCrimson Cloud Hawthorn 280 35%

Sirest ! 13%

Yard 83%

|Park 58%

Utiity | ; 2%

|Other ! 10%

148 | Cratsegus faevigaia Paui's Scarlef Paul's Scarlet Hawthom 244 47%

Streat 18%

|Yard | 78%

{Park i . 5%

Utitity | | 27%

Cther | | 13%

44 |Crataegus phaenapyrum ‘Washington Hawthorn KRy 70%

|Siragt | : 21%

Yarg J 78%

[Park i L £3%

[ty [ i 44%

|Other { 18%

Er™  Crefesgus phagnopyrum 'Frasidential’ |Presidential Washington Hawthorn 30 13%

Strest ‘ | | %

Yard ! ; 79%

Park i §6%

Utifity 45%

Other : 26%

52 :Crataegus virdis Winter King' |Winter King Hawthorn 3.02 36%

Strest ' 2%

Yad _ : 82%

|Park j i J 75%

Jiility \ i 43%

Other : I 10%

173 Elgsagnus angustifolis [Russian Ofive 186 78%

Street : 6%

Yard : 44%

Park 53%

Uifity f 37%

Other : | 23%

87" ! Fucommia ulmoides Hardy Rubber Tree - 288 13%

Street : 45%

Yarg 70%

Park | 75%

Uity | 5%

|Cther | 2%




Table 3. Master List

Rating of Al Trees, Including Appropriate Location(s), by Ali Respondents

{300 Respondents) Arranged Alphabetically by Genus

Ranking* . Mean | % of
Responses
50 Fagus grandifoiia American Beech 310 74%
Street 14%
Yard 68%
Park 83%
Utility 8%
Other 17%
34 [Fagus sylvatics {European Beech 314 61%
|Street 12%
Yard 83%
Park 75%
Utifity &%
Ciher 12%
83" |Fegus sylvatica ‘Dawyckil Dawyck European Beech 3.02 16%
|Streat ! 13%
|Yard i 86%
IPark £3%
WUty 4%
‘Cther 23%
38 Fagus sylvatica 'Purpursa Pendule’ Purple Weeping European Besch 3,14 B3%
Street 1%
Yard 92%
Park 46%
Uity 8%
‘Other 14%
23 iFrexinus americane White Ash 318 83%
:Sirest 82%
Yard 74%
Park 83%
Uity 20%
‘Other 16%
2 Fraxinus americana ‘Auturn Applause' Autumn Applause White Ash 340 47%
Street 75%
iYard 86%
Park 87%
Utitity 21%
Other : 15%
4 Fraxinus americana 'Autumn Purple’ :Autumn Purple White Ash 33 7%
Streei : : 67%
Yard B8%
Park 80%
Uity 7%
Citer 14%
6™ Fraxinus excolsior Hesser Hesse European Ash 2.75 12%
‘Street 50%
Yard 67%
‘Park 54%
Utdity 8%
‘Other 31%
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Table 3: Master List

Rating of All Trees, Including Appropriate Location(s), by All Respondents

{300 Respondents) Arranged Alphabetically by Genus

Ranking” Mean | % of
j Responses

137 Frexinus nigra Biack Ash 258 24%

iStrest 32%

[Yard 52%

Park ﬁ 73%

Utility 11%

Other 1 2%

64 Fraxinus pennsylvanica \Green Ash 3.0 78%

ireet 84%

Yard 70%

Park 50%

|Litiisty 23%

iOther 14%

38" Fraxinus pennsyivenica ‘Cimmeron' Cimmaron Green Ash 3143 23%

:Sireet 65%

Yard 80%

Park 74%

tiity 13%

1Other 8%

38 Fraxinus pennsylvanica ‘Marshail Saedisss’  |Marshall Seediess Green Ash 344 3%

Straet 71%

Yad t 76%

Park 80%

Utility 22%

Cther 10%

18 |Fraxinus pernsyivenica ‘Fatmore’ Patmore Green Ash 3.28 53%

1Street 68%

Yard 78%

Park 76%

REHTH 24%

Other 11%

387 Fraxinus pennsylvenics 'Urbanite' Urbanite Green Ash 282 7%

:Street 81%

Yard 83%

Park 83%

Utiity 0%

Cthar 5 14%

43 | Gingko bilobs ‘Gingke 3.13 83%

[Straet 57%

Yard 78%

Park 74%

Uity 12%

Other ‘ 13%

2 Gingko bitoba Pringston Sentry’ Princeton Sentry Gingko 333 28%

Street 89%

IYarg 77%

TPark 76%

Uity 18%

Other 22%




Table 3: MastorList

Rating of Al Trees, Including Appropriate Location{s}, by Ali Respondents

{300 Respondents} Arranged Alphabetically by Genus

Ranking” | | Mean | %ef
? ' Responses

192 |Gladitisia tnacanthos iHaneylocust 2.81. 77%

'Shreat 54%

Yard 65%

Park 74%

TUtity 2%

{Other 13%

55 |Gisditisia triacanthos Tmpenial imperial Honeylocust 3.06 54%

Shreet ; 2%

Yard 82%

Park 75%

Ltility 5%

iOther , 10%

4% Gladiiisia tacanthos ‘Shademastsr’ !Shademaster Honeylocust CR A 79%

Straet 67%

Yerd 81%

Park 74%

Utitity 18%

Cther 8%

3 Gleditisia triacanthos ‘Skyline’ Skyline Honeylocust 3.18 76%

Street 72%

Yard 82%

{Park 73%

1Utility 18%

iQther §%

M7 |Gladitisia triacanthos ‘Sunburst’ Sunburst Honeylocust 275 75%

Street 45%

Yard 84%

Park 64%

Utiiity 14%

1Other { 10%

133 | Gymnocadys dioious Kentucky Coffectres 2.58 49%

Street 29%

Yard 55%

Park 82%

Utifity 9%

1Other 15%

138 {Juglans nigra Black Walnut 2.55 66%

{Sireet 5%

Yard 36%

Park 77%

Lttty 14%

ey 5%

80 :Junipsrus chinansis Chinese Juniper 303 51%

‘Street 5%

Yard 83%

Park 56%

Litiiity W%

Other 1%
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Table 3: Master List

Rating of All Trees, Including Appropriate Location(s}), by All Respendents

{300 Respondsnts) Arranged Aiphabetically by Genus

Ranking® | Mean % of
Responses

148 |Juniperus scopulorum Rocky Mountain Juniper 255 25%
|Streat 1%

Yard 73%

‘Park 51%

HUtiity 7%

Cther 14%

126 .Juniperus virginiana Eastern Red Cedar 264 64%
Street 5%

Yard 7%

Park 70%

Utitty 2%

Other 24%

483 Kosireuteria paniculata ‘Goldenrain 2.36 50%
Street 22%

Yarg 76%

Park 59%

Ulifity 15%

‘Cther 12%

164  Laburmum x waterar] Gotdenchain 2.24 40%
Strest 8%

Yard 86%

Park 46%

Uttty 9%

Cther 12%

142  |Larix deciduz Eurepean Larch 277 58%
Street : 8%

iYard 75%

[Park 6%

1Lty 9%

'Other 18%

85  |Lasixisreing ‘Enstern Larch 289 43%
| Street 2%

iYard 67%

Park 86%

iUtility 90%

Other %

82 iiarix ieplolenis Japanese Larch 291 26%
{Strest 8%

Yard 5%

Park 85%

Uty 8%

Other 23%

92 |Liguldember styracifue Sweetgum 283 %
'Street 41%

Yard 83%

Park 75%

Uity 8%

|Other 12%
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Table 3: Master List

Rating of All Trees, including Appropriate Location{s), by All Respondents

Ranking® |

{300 Respondents) Arranged Alphabetically by Genus

; | Mean | % of
: ! " Responses

185 ILirodendron tulipifera Tulip Tree 280 | 75%
|Strest 20%

Yard . 72%

Park | 76%

|Utiiity 6%

Cther 14%

124*  [Meacki amurense Amur Maackia 273 12%
Street | 22%

Yard ‘ 599,

Park 70%

Utlity 41%

Other ! 24%

188 Msclura pomifara Osage Orange 2.0 43%
| Straet 1 7%

Yard 20%

Park 5%

Uttty 25%

Other 3%

83 |Magnalia x soulangiena :Saucer Magnolia 2.80 7%
Strest i 3%

Yard 86%

Park : 56%

|Uitility 14%

{Other i 1%

18 Mslus Flowering Crabapple 322 | 50%
Street 38%

Yard 1%

Parx 71%

tifity 41%

Other 14%

¥ Malus ‘Centusion’ Centurion Crabapple 314 44%
|Street : 36%

{Yard 88%

Park 70%

Utility 40%

:Other 14%

78 Maius Harvest Goid’ Harvest Gold Crabapple 294 38%
treet 26%

Yard 94%

Paﬁ( 67%

[Utiity 35%

Other : 12%

8 Malus “Srowdriii' ‘Snowdsift Crabapple 3.34 7%
Strast ‘ 36%

Yarg 92%

Park 6§7%

Utility 33%

Other 12%
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Table 3: Master List

Rating of All Trees, including Appropriate Location{s), by All Respondents

(300 Respondents) Arranged Alphabetically by Genus

Ranking® ; | Mean | % of
: Responses

24 :Mslus ‘Springsriow’ Springsnow Crabapple ;318 41%
|Street ‘ : 3%

Yard | \ 93%

Park L &%

Uty | 33%

[Oiner | : 13%

51 [Mefesequoia glyptostroboides :Dawn Redwood ©340 62%
'Street ‘ i ; 16%

|Yard | ' i 81%

Park ! | 7%

|ttty ! 8%

'Other 15%

178 |Morus aiba iWhite Muiberry o 199 51%
Street ! } 6%

[Yard i ; 38%

‘Park | 53%

[ty A

Other L 25%

99 Nyssesylvatica iBlackgumiSourgum 282 54%
|Street : 26%

Yard | 77%

iPark 78%

Utility 1 0%

{Other : | 18%

135 |Pholiodendron amurense {Arnur Corktree | 257 32%
Street 27%

Yard 71%

Park 80%

Utility 15%

{Qther 19%

138 !Pheiiodendmn amurense 'Macho' ‘Mache Amur Corktree 258 | 13%
IStreet L%

Yard | 64%

Park | 7%

Utiity 13%

iCthar 23%

12 {Picea shies iNorway Spruce 3.28 83%
[Street ] 7%

Yard | 83%

Park | &%

Lty | 21%

Other I 18%

52 Picea giaucs White Spruce 308 85%
[Strest ; 5%

Yard : 84%

Park 79%

Uitifiy 18%

‘Other 17%
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Table 3: Master List

Rating of All Trees, Including Appropriate Location{s), by All Respondents

{360 Respondents} Arranged Alphabetically by Genus

Ranking* i | Mean % of
! D Responses
35  |Picaa glaucs densata Black Hilis Spruce 318 63%
‘Street 7%
Yard 87%
Park 79%
Utiity 23%
Cther | 15%
26 Pices omonka Serbian Spruce | 320 58%
iStreet ' 8%
Yard 94%
Park 73%
Litifity 2%
Other 13%
41 Pigea pungens glauce |Colorado Blue Spruce 313 96%
Street | 9%
arg B8%
Park 75%
Utitity 18%
‘Other ! 16%
188  !Pinus banksiana idack Pine 241 54%
Sireet 3%
Yarg 29%
1Park 53%
Utility 21%
Other 31%
797 Pinus bungsana iLace-Bark Pine . 283 24%
Street \ 4%
Yard | 85%
[Park ‘ £3%
Wity 7%
{Other 21%
148 iPinus nigra Austrian Pine 278 90%
Sireet 14%
Yard 74%
Park 7%
Utitity 3%
|Cthar 21%
104 | Pinus pandficra Japanese White Pine 281 30%
1Strast 1%
Yard 0%
Park 48%
Uity 12%
Other ! 22%
8§™  |Pinus peuce Macedonian/Balkan Pine I 289 8%
Street | ! 0%
Yard ! 67%
Park | 67%
ity | 11%
‘Other | E0%
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Table 3: Master List

Rating of All Trees, Including Appropriate Location(s), by All Respondents

{300 Respondents) Arranged Alphabetically by Genus

Ranking” : Mean | % of
‘ Responses
132 Pinus ponderosa Pondergsa Pine 280 31%
‘Street 2%
Yard 85%
Park 82%
Uttty 14%
Cther 27%
160 Pinus reginoss i Norway/Red Pine 282 68%
‘Street 4%
Yard 82%
Park 80%
Utility 21%
Other : 2%
13 Pinus strobus White Ping 3.28 §4%
| Sirest 7%
Yard 84%
Park 84%
Utility 0%
Othar 26%
128 Pinus sylvestris Scotch Ping 282 80%
Strest 3%
Yard §%
Park 67%
Ltdlity 20%
Other ; 23%
136 Piatanus cociderialis |American Sycamore 257 76%
Street ‘ 42%
Yerd 53%
Park 83%
Uity 12%
Cther 13%
102 |Platenus x acenfolia Bloodgood' Bioodgood London Plane 281 T4%
IStreat H 58%
Yard 65%
Park 78%
Utility 1%
Other 0%
177 | Populus deffoides Cottonwood 188 7%
‘Shest 7%
Yard 23%
Park 50%
Uttty 15%
IOther 2 32%
182 Ponulus migrs talica’ §Lombardy Poplar 1.73 72%
‘Streat 7%
IVard 27%
Park 32%
Utitity 18%
10ther 28%
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Tabie 3: Master List

Rating of All Trees, Including Appropriate Location(s), by All Respondents

(300 Respondents) Arranged Alphabetically by Genus
Ranking® | Mean | % of
Responses

183 | Populus tremuloides ‘Quaking Aspen 222 57%
Street 3%

Yard 30%

Park 52%

Utlhty 7%

Other 36%

178 |Populus x 'mperial’ imperial Poplar 185 20%
1Streat ‘ 7%

Yard i 23%

jPark T

Uty 18%

{Other : 37%

180" iPopulus x 'Siouxand’ ‘Slouxiand Poptar 180 18%
Strest 7%

Yard 39%

Park E 43%

Uitifity ’ 15%

Other 31%

173 Prunus pensylvanica Pin Cherry 208 28%
‘Sireet 1 1%

Yard 419,

Park 6%

Utility 19%

Other ; 3%

11t |Prnus serrulate Kwanzan Cherry [ 71%
Strest | 24%

Yard ; 90%

Park 54%

Utidity 21%

:Other 14%

145 Prunus virginiang 'Shubeit Shubert Chokecherry 248 0%
Straat 13%

Yard 58%

Park 65%

Utilty 21%

Other : l 16%

158 |Prunus x cerasifera Newport [Newport Plum 225 54%
Street ; 1%

Yard 85%

Park 44%

Witifity 2%

Other ] 15%

18 | Pssudoisuge menziesii Douglas Fir 275 92%
Streat ; | 3%

Yard i 78%

Park : 71%

I{ititiy 12%

[Other 16%
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Table 3: Master List

Rating of All Trees, Inciuding Appropriate Location{s), by All Respondenis

{300 Respondents} Arranged Alphabetically by Genus

Ranking® | Mean % of
Z ‘ Responses
&4 |Pyus calleryena iCallery Pear 302 £4%
Strest 3 53%
Yard 84%
Park 57%
Usiliey : 22%
Other : 0%
56 |Pyrus calleryana Bradford’ Bradford Pear | 306 88%
Strest i 1%
IYard 88%
Park 68%
Utihiy 26%
Other 1%
877 Quercus aculissima |Sawtooth Oak i 300 24%
Street i 29%
Yard 88%
'Park 85%
Utitity 1%
Oiher 7%
32 Quercus alba 'White Oak 3148 73%
| Street 32%
Yard T2%
Park 90%
ity 12%
Other j 20%
73 Quercus bicolor {Swamp White Dak L 256 50%
1Sirest : ! 8%
|Yard ; 58%
Park 87%
Utiiity 4%
1Other 25%
74 |Quercus coccinga ‘Scariet Oak 295 49%
|Strest 0%
Yard i 72%
|Park \ 4%
bl ! 7%
Other ‘ 20%
106 |Quercus elfipsoidaris iNarthern Pin Oak 2.80 64%
‘Sirest ‘ 3%
‘Yard 7%
iPark 6%
Utilty 12%
1Qther i 15%
84  |Quarcys imbricaria Shingle Qzk 2.88 30%
‘Street ! 28%
Yad | 57%
Park ? 82%
Utifity 1%
:Gther 17%
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Table 3: Master List
Rating of Al Trees, Including Appropriate Location{s), by All Respondents

{368 Respomfents} Arranged Alphabetically by Genus

Ranking* | | Mean ! % of
! | Responses
58 |Quercus macrocama Bur Qak 303 | £8%
Street ‘ 21%
Yard 58%
Park 9%
Uity ‘ 9%
Other | 2%
114 | Quercus mongolics Mongolian Oak 276 | 8%
Street | ‘ ’ 20%
Yard | 44%
Park ‘ 84%
Uity 5 4%
Other i ! 20%
107 i Quercus palustris Pin Oak b278 83%
|Street ’ 34%
‘Yard 7%
|Park 79%
Uttty ‘ 0%
[Other _ R
7T Quercus robur English Oak 2.94 §6%
Street } 45%
[Yard - 75%
Park 7%
Lty 11%
|Cther 14%
41 lQuercus rubra iNorthern Red Oak 311 75%
‘Strest 38%
[Yard 78%
‘Park 83%
Ltility 1%
:Other 18%
174 |Robinia pseudoacacia Black Locust 209 82%
:Streat 1%
RE 5%
Park 57%
Utiity ; 7%
Other ] 2%
86 | Salix alha Weaping Willow 219 81%
Street ; 2%
Yard 32%
Park i 64%
LUigiity ; : 14%
Other 26%
183" i Salix alba ‘Sericaa’ Siberian White Witiow L 14%
Sireet f %%
Yarg ‘ ] 21%
Park ' ! 35%
Uity : 14%
{Other i 2%
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Table 3: Master List

Rating of All Trees, including Appropriate Location{s), by All Respondents

(300 Respondents) Arranged Alphabstically by Genus

Ranking* | Mean % of
‘ : ‘ Responses

126 Sassafras afbidium :Sassafras 281 57%
|Streat : 4%

Yard 48%

Park 72%

Utility 18%

Cther ' 28%

10¢ | Sophora japonica |Japanese Pagoda Tree 278 36%
Strest 28%

Yard 82%

iPark 84%

[Utitiy 12%

Other 15%

152 |Sorbus ainifoliz Korean Mountain Ash 2.23 33%
Strest 19%

Yard 78%

iPark 7%

Utility 18%

Other 8%

186 Scibus sucupearis European Mountain Ash 225 75%
‘Street 18%

Yard 84%

Park 54%,

Uttty %

Other 10%

38 Syringa reficuleta Japanese Tres Lilac 3.4 56%
‘Street 31%

Yard 52%

Park 57%

Uity 0%

‘Cther 12%

8% | Taxodium distichum Bald Cypruss 282 47%
Strest 19%

Yard i 85%

Park 5 80%

Utilty 15%

Other ! 22%

7 Taxus cuspidats Japanese Yew 33 TT%
Street %

Yarg 7%

Park 58%

Utility 28%

:Cther ‘ 15%

7¢ | Thujs ocoidentails White Cedar 3400 95%
Sireet 8%

Yard 83%

Park 55%

Usility 34%

ther 2%
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sabie 3: Master List

Rating of Al Trees, including Appropriate Location{s), by All Respondents

{300 Respondents) Arranged Alphabetically by Genus

Raniing* | Mean | % of
Responses

85 Thuja orientalis Oriantal White Cedar 2.83 43%
 Street 1 4%

Yard ‘ 82%

Park 54%

Utility | ] 29%

:Other 1 L 0%

68 |7z americana Legend’ {Legend American Linden 300 31%
iStreet 60%

Nard 82%

Park 73%

‘Utifity 5%

Other 15%

72 Tilia americana 'Redmond’ Redmond American Lindan 2.97 44%
'Streat 60%

Yard i 1%

Park i 76%

Uttty ! 8%

[Other 14%

48  Tdia cordata Little-leaf Linden 312 84%
‘Street 71%

Yard 81%

Park T4%

Uttty 14%,

1Other 10%

68™ | Tilig cordata Dropmore’ Dropmore Little-leaf Linden 3.00 14%
'Street 50%

Yard 52%

Park 48%

Uility 0%

|Cther 7%

8 | Tiliz cordets 'Greensgirs' Greenspire Litte-leaf Linden 3.3 67%
Street 75%

Yard § 83%

Park | 73%

Utility ; 4%

1Other i 10%

58 :Tiia suchiora Crimean Linden 3.03 26%
iStreet 58%

Yard ; 70%

Park | §7%

Utitity 8%

Cther ! 13%

8™ Tilia tomentosa :Silver Linden 2.78 23%
‘Street %

Yard 58%

Park 56%

Utiity : 9%

Other | | 15%
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Tabla 3: Master List

Rating of All Trees, Including Appropriate Location{s), by All Respondents

{300 Respondents} Arranged Alphabetically by Genus

Ranking® Mean % of
! Responses
172 |Uimus emericana ‘American Eim 208 64%
Strest : 36%
{Yard 39%
[Park ; 66%
Utitity j %
Other : 26%
143" Llmus americana ‘Delaware’ Delaware American Eim 2.51 12%
Street 32%
: Yard 44%
Park 62%
HUtitity 18%
Other 35%
7™ |\Ulmus lzevis European White Elm 2.10 10%
Street 27%
Yard 40%
Park 57%
Utitity 13%
Cther ! 40%
158 |Uimus parvifolia Chinese Eim P 2.28 58%
Sireet | 3%
Yard | 48%
Park § 57%
Litility i | $1%
Cther ‘ 28%
184 | Ulmus pumils ‘Siherian Eim 1.70 54%
Strest 12%
Yard , 24%
Park i 36%
Utility 12%
Other 30%
152  |Uimus x ‘Homestead' Homestead Efm 2.37 4%
Streat A0%
Yard £2%
Park 58%
Utifity 18%
Other 15%
148" - Ulmus x Picneer Pionger Elm 246 12%
Street 48%
Yard 57%
Park 78%
Utility 27%
Other : : 24%
157 Uimus x 'Sapporc Gold' ‘Sapporo Hybrid Eim 227 %
| Street 5 2%
I'Yard 45%
iPark 3%
UHitity 14%
{ther 25%
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Table 3: Mastar List

Rating of All Trees, Including Appropriate Location(s), by All Respondents

{300 Respondents) Arranged Alphabetically by Genus

Ranking® Mean | % of

i : ! Responses
121 | Uimus x Urban’ ‘Urban Eim 282 7%

Strest ? ; 38%
Yard i 43%
Park 1%
Utiity 29%
Other 29%
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Table 4: Lowest Rated Trees as Rated by All Respondents

{300 Respondents)
Spacies | . Mean - % of
P Responses
Juniperus scopuiorum {Rocky Mountain Juniper 255 | 25%
Celtis oocidentalis 'Hackberry 254 56%
Betula allaghaniensis (lutes) Yellow Birch o 246 35%
Prunus virginiana 'Shubarf’ Shubert Chokecherry I'246 30%
Assculus hippocastanum ‘Baumannii' Baumann Horsechestnut i 245 28%
Cratasgus faevigata ‘Paul's Scarlet” Paul’s Scarlet Hawthorn D 2.44 47%
Castanea moliissima Chinese Chestnut 243 26%
Alnus glitinosa [European Aldar 242 29%
Comus forida "Welchii [Tricolor Dogwood . 242 26%
Koslreuteria panicuiata Goldenrain 2.36 50%
Acer saccharinum 'Siver Queen' Silver Queen Silver Maple | 2.28 38%
Ulmus parvifolia Chinese Elm I 228 58%
Betule populifolia Gray Birch C 228 28%
Prunus x cerasifera ‘Nawport Newpori Plum 225 54%
Sorbus aucuparia Eurcpean Mountain Ash 2.25 78%
Labumum x watareyi Goldenchain 2.24 40%
Scrbus alnifplia Koraan Mountain Ash © 223 33%
Populus tremulcides Quaking Aspen D222 57%
Catalpa specioss |Catalpa 2.21 85%
Castanea dentata Amaerican Chestnut | 218 37%
Salix alba Weeping Wiliow - 2148 1%
Befiia papyrifera White/Paper Birch L 212 84%
Pinus banksiana Jack Pine P2t 54%
Maciura pomifers [Osags Crange VAT 43%
Robinia pseudoacacia Biack Locust - 208 62%
Uimus americena American Eim | 209 54%
Prunus pensylvanica Pin Cherry 206 | 28%
Acer sacchaninum Silver Maple | 204 85%
Betula pandula European Whits Birch P 200 68%
Morus alba ‘White Mulberry . 169 51%
Popuius deftoides Cottonwood i 1.89 71%
Elaeagrius angustifolia Russian Olive 1.86 | 78%
Populus x Imperial imperial Poplar P 185 20%
Acer saccharum 'Columnars’ Columnar Sugar Maple 175 89%
Populus nigra Ttalize’ Lombardy Poplar 1.73 72%
Salix alba ‘Serices’ ‘Stherian "White Willow® C 170 14%
Ulmus purnita Siberian Elm CL70 54%
Acer negundo Boxeider | 185 74%
\
Trees rated poorly but by iess than 25% of respondents.
Ables homolepis Nikko Fir 252 7%
Ulmus americana 'Delaware’ Delaware American Eim 25 12%
© Wimus x Fonesr ‘Pionser Elim 246 12%
Ulmus x ‘Homestead' Homestead Eim 2.37 14%
Aesculus x armoldiana ‘Avtumn Splendor’ Autumn Splandor Buckeys 228 13%
Ulmus x ‘Sappore Gold' Sapporo Hybrid Eim P 2.27 7%
Ulmus jzevis European White Eim 240 10%
Popuivs x "Siotxland’ Siouxland Popiar | 1.80 18%
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Table 5: Top Trees as Rated by Respondents in Hardiness Zones 4, 5 and 6

Hardiness Zone 4 Hardiness Zone § ; Hardiness Zone §
Autumn Briliance Servicaberry Autumn Briliance Serviceberry Snowdrift Crabapple
Patmore Green Ash Autumn Applause White Ash Autumn Brilliance Servicebemy
Thomigss Cotkspur Hawthormn Red Sunset Rad Maple Auturnn Applause White Ash
Colorado Blue Spruce Autiirnn Purpie White Ash Autumn Purple Wnite Ash
Majastic Servicebeny Majestic Servicgberry Japanese Yow
Legend American Linden |Princeton Sentry Gingko Downy Serviceberry
Littie-leaf Linden Sugar Maple ‘Red Sunset Red Maple
Springsnow Crabapple Grean Mountain Sugar Maple Crimson King Norway Maple

Shagbark Hickory

White Pine

Emerald Queen Norway Maple

residential Washington Hawthorn

imperial Honeylocust Snowdrift Crabapple Greenspire Little-ieaf Linden
Centurion Crabapple Greenspire Little-leaf Linden | Japanese Maple

Snowdrift Crabapple JJapanese Yew Litlie-leaf Linden

Redmond American Linden Patmore Graen Ash Green Mountain Sugar Maple
White Sprucs Norway Spruce Deborah Norway Maple
White Cedar Legacy Sugar Mapie Japanese Tree Lilac

Black Hilis Spruce White Fir Sugar Maple

Serbian Sgruce Qcteber Glory Red Maple White Oak

Columnar Sugar Maple Red Maple ‘Norway Spruce

Cregnspire Litle-leaf Linden Downy Serviceberry Norway Mapie

Morway Maple Cornglian Chemy Springsnow Crabappie
Skyline Honeylocust iowering Crabapple Chinese Juniper

Flowering Crabapple Gingke Supeiform Norway Mapie
Norway Sprige Black Hills Spruce Marshal! Seedless Green Ash
River Birch ‘Serbian Spruce Red Maple

Bur Ok Superionm Norway Maple | Shademaster Honeylocust
Crimean Linden White Cedar [Flowering Crabapple
Arverican Hombeam Eiiropean Beech 'White Pine

Honeviocust Centurion Crabapple Cornefian Cherry

Sugar Maple iEmeraid Queen Noway Maple Skyline Honeyicoust

White Pine White Ash IKeusa Dogwood

Columnar Norway Maple Springsnow Crabapple IPurpie Weening European Beech
Celebration Fybrid Mapie Japanese Tree Lilac ‘White Ash

Ruby Red Horsechestnut Deborah Norway Maple Pyramidal European Hombeam
Pyramidal European Hombeam Purpie Weeping European Beasch Imperial Honeylocust
Winter King riawthom Skyline Honeylocust Washington Hawthom
White Ash Amur Maple Black Hills Spruce
Cirnrnaron Green Ash ‘Norway Maple iCailery Pear

Princeton Sentry Gingko Columnar Norway Maple River Birch

Dawn Redwood Crimsan King Norway Mapie American Besch

Quaking Aspen Columnar Sugar Maple Dougias Fir

Shingle Oak Washingten Havdhom White Cedar

Pin Oak Dawn Redwood Northern Red Oak

Batd Cypress Amarican Beech Legecy Sugar Mapls

{White Cak Majestic Serviceberry
Northem Red Cak Bradford Pear

{Trees rated highly but by less than 25% of Respondents in each sategory. :

Karpick Red Maple 'Dropmore Litle-leaf Linden ‘Hardy Rubber Tree

Autumn Splendor Buckeye Cimmaron Green Ash
Dropmore Little-leaf Linden Dawyck Zuropean Beach
Delzware American Eim Princeton Senty Gingxo
Eurppean White Elm Turkish Filbert

Lace-Bark Fing ; Rarpick Red Maple
Macedonian/Balkan Pine ; Urbanite Green Ash
Sawtooth Dak ? Celebration Hybrid Magie
Gray Sirch 5 3

30













Table &6 Top Trees, including Appropriate Location(s) as Rated by Respondents in Hardiness Zone 4

{14 Respondents) Arranged Alphabetically by Genus

Ranking* | | Mean % of
| Responses
20 Ater platanoides INorway Maple 358 §6%
‘Streat | ! 75%
[Yard 1 83%
(Park | 67%
Uity 50%
'Other f 8%
3 |Acer platanoides ‘Columnare |Columnar Norway Maple 3.50 1%
iStreat 80%
Yard 1 80%
“Park i 1 40%
Uity | B
iOther : ; 6%
w {Acer rubrum ‘Kerpick' LKarpick Red Maple 400 | 7%
'Straet 1 f 0%
Yerd i ( CT0%
Park ! | 0%
‘Utiity | | 0%
[Otrer ‘ ; 0%
18 | Acersaccharum ‘Columnare Columnar Sugar Maple | 380 | 36%
'Strest | ( 60%
Yard , ! P 00%
|Park ! ? 5G%
Uity ; 20%
Cther ] 0%
32 |Acer x frsemanii 'Calebration’ Celebration Hybrid Maple | 350 43%
| Straet | ! 57%
Yard ! | 190%
[Park ‘| 83%
Utity 1 J 7%
[Cther ‘ i %
™ |Assculus x amoldiana Auturmn Splondor ‘Autumn Splendor Buckeye 400 7%
‘Strest ! 0%
|Yard 1 100%
Park 5 100%
I itity 0%
|Cther %
33 Aescuius x camea Brioti ‘Ruby Red Horsechestnut 356 29%
Street ; | 0%
Yard § 75%
|Park ; | § 50%
[Utllity ! i 0%
[Other | ‘ ! 25%
§ {Amelanchier isevis "Majestic’ 'Majestic Serviceberry 375 28%
'Street 25%
Yard ‘ 100%
|Park 5 50%
Uty 50%
1Othar 0%
“Rank order ks based on respondents ir: this category only.
™ Tress ratud by less than 25% of respondents in this category. H




Table 6: Top Trees, Including Appropriate Location(s)

{14 Respondents) Arranged Alphabeticaliy by Genus

as Rated by Respondents in Hardiness Zone 4

Ranking* | : _Mean T %o
i | ﬁ | Responses
1 Amelanchier x grandifiora "Autumn Brifiance. Mutumnmce Serviceberry 400 50%
Street i - 2%
N Yard j J  10C%
L iPark ! I ! 71%
Gty { J' | 4%
[Cther ! ] 0%
28 !Befula nigra |River Birch L357 130%
|8treet i ] L%
[Yaf’d j‘ : i 93%
Park [ ! 1%
[Utiity [ | ] 50%
{Other ; 2%
= Betila populiolia {Gray Birch 350 ] 14%
|Street ! ! j 0%
Yard : L iot%
Fark ) { [ 50%
Utility ’ J 50%
Cther _I 0%
34 Carpinus betulus 'Fastigiata’ Pyramidal Europaan Hornbeam Po350 | 43%
{Street | ' 50%
Yard ; | 100%
Park | j  E3%
Ufifty | j T 33%
Other ’ | 0%
g Carya ovata Shagbark Hickory 367 43%
IStrest | 7%
Yard i 57%
- Park J 83%
Utdlity | i i 33%
{Other { ‘[‘ | 3%
3 |Crataegus crus-gali Thornless Cockspur Hawthorn ! 888 | 57%
Strest | | 38%
Yard : . 100%
Park 88%
Utility §8%
Other ! 0%
33 Crataegus virdis "Winter King' Winter King Hawthomn 3.50 43%
Strest 33%
'Yard ! 83%
Park ! 50%
Utility ! 87%
Other ‘ 0%
- Cretaequs phaenopyrim Fresidantizl Presidential Washington Hawthorn | 350 | 14%
‘Street ! 5 0%
[Vard j 100%
Park i | 0%
Uity ! 1%
Other 0%

"Rank order is based on respondents in this category only.

“ Trees rated by less than 25% of respondents in s category.




Table 8: Top Trees, including Appropriate Location{s) as Rated by Respondents in Hardiness Zone 4
{14 Respondents} Arranged Alphabetically by Genus

Ranking® | | Mean % of
i ‘ i | Responses
38 | Fraxinus americana IWhite Ash | 350 86%
'Street ? | 75%
{Yard j 100%
[Park ; 67%
Uttty 5%
{Other 8%
2 ‘Fraxinug pennsylvanica Patmore’ iPatmora Green Ash 3.86 84%
“Sireat ? i %
Yard ! | 8%
1Park ‘ ' | 78%
Lty ! ! 56%
Other | | 1%
37 |Fraxinus pennsylvanice ‘Cimmaron’ |Cimmaron Graen Ash 350 ] 28%
Street ; | 75%
Yard ! : 100%
1Park ] 75%
Uty ] [ 5%
‘Cther | “ ‘ 0%
38 |Gingko biloba ‘Frinceton Senfry 'Princeton Sentry Gingko 350 43%
-Strast i g 17%
Yard ; i &7%
Park | I
Uity : %
[Cther , ' J 0%
18 |Glediisia tnecanthos impenal ‘imparial Honeylocust | 367 | §4%
i Street ‘ 1 87%
Yard 88%
Bark f | BT%
Utity 33%
|Cther G%
2t Glediiisia friacanthos ‘Skyline' ‘Skyline Honeylocust 358 86%
‘Shreat 75%
Yard 83%
|Patk 58%
Uty ‘ R
Cther 4 | 8%
22 |Malus ‘Flowering Crabapple 358 86%
Street j 42%
| Yarg ; ; 92%
Park | i [ 67%
[ty : ; 42%;
\Other ‘ 17%
1t |Malus ‘Canturion’ 'Centurion Crabapple 367 64%
‘Street i j 33%
Vard } 85%
Park 3 58%
Uitiity 44%,
Cther ,s 7%
“Rank order is based on respondents in this categary orly.
** Traes rated by iess than 25% of respandents in this satagory. 33




Table 8: Top Trees, including Appropriate Location(s) as Rated by Respondents in Hardiness Zone 4

{14 Respondents} Arranged Aiphabetically by Genus

i Ranking® | | Mean | % of
g ! | Responses
12 |Malus Snowdnf |Snowdrift Crabapple 347 86%
n | Street ‘ |‘ 25%
[Yard f 92%
Park i 50%
Uity * 50%
Other | 8%
g Maius ‘Springsnow' Springsnow Crabapple ERE 50%
Street | 25%
Yard 1 " 100%
|Park [ 43%
Utility ! 43%
Other 0%
38 Metasequoia glyptostroboides Dawn Redwood 380 29%
Street 50%
Yard 100%
Park 75%
T Uthty i 0%
Other £%
23 Ficea abies "Norway Spruce 358 | 8%
i Sireet | | 25%
[Yard | } 92%
Park 67%
Utility ; 50%
{Other | 17%
14 Pices giauce White Spruce 387 86%
Siresat 25%
{Yard 100%
Park ; §7%
Utifity 1 50%
‘Other ' 25%
i6 |Picea glauca densata Black Hills Spruce 3.63 57%
‘Straet 25%
Yart 88%
1Park B8%
Utility : 50%
Other i 13%
17 . Pices omorka Serbian Spruce 383 | 57%
Strest . 25%
‘Yard 100%
Park 88%
Utitity 50%
‘Other : 0%
3 Picea pungens glauca Colorado Blue Spruce 377 83%
Stireet ; 31%
Yard | 92%
Park 6%
Uity 38%
[Cther 8%

"Rank order is based on respondents in shis category only,

™ Trees rated by less than 25% of respongents in fis category.




Table 8: Top Trees, including Appropriate Location(s) as Rated by Respondents in Hardiness Zone 4
{14 Respondents) Arranged Aiphabetically by Genus

r

Ranking® | | Mean | % of
| | 1 | Responses
= |Pinus bungeans 'Lace-Bark Pine C 400 | 1%
[Sireet i 1 0%
Yard l 1 L 0%
|Park ! : P 100%
Uty | %
|Cther | : 0%
= ‘Pinus peuce Macedonian/Balkan Pine P4.00 7%
Street i 0%
VYarg ! 100%
Park { 100%
Uity ! 0%
1Other i 0%
48 Popuius iremuloides Quaking Aspan T 35) 57%
Street ! 25%
Yard ; 63%
Park ‘ 50%
Utility J 50%
(0ther | | 13%
= :Quercus acutissima Sawtooth Oak | 367 21%
‘Streed { ! 6%
Yard ' 100%
(Park : 87%
|Litifity j 33%
Other ’ 0%
41 {Quercys imbricera Shingle Cak 380 29%
Street ‘r 0%
1Yard : 75%
Park i 75%
Utility 25%
:Other 25%
25 |Quercus macrocarse Bur Oak 357 80%
Streat ‘ %
Yard 1%
Park 86%
Utiiity 28%
Other ; 28%
42 |Quercus palustis 'Pin Oak 3.50 86%
Street ! 33%
Yard | 75%
Park ;‘ 79%
Utility | 25%
[Cther j ; 17%
43 Taxodium distichum _iBaid Cypress 350 | 29%
Street i | 50%
Yard ; 1 100%
Pari J | 75%
Uity ‘ ! 50%
{Other 0%
*Rank order s based on respondents in this category eniy.
“ Trees rated by less than 25% of respondents in this category. 35




Table 6: Top Trees, Including Appropriate Locations)

as Rated by Respondents in Hardiness Zone 4

{14 Respondents) Arranged Alphabetically by Genus
Ranking” | | Mean | %of
| ] i | Responses
18 Thuja occidentaiis 'White Cadar 384 79%
| Street ! { | 18%
iYard j i { 91%
"Park | : [ 73%
Utllity | ] | 3%
'Other ,; ‘ | 18%
b | Tilia americana Legend' [i.egend American Linden L 37 ] 28%
|Street i ; | 75%
[Vard [ | 100%
|Park J 1 | 75%
Uity | =
[Other ] | | %
13 Tilla americana Redmond’ [Redmond American Linden 387 | £4%
| Street | ' ] 44%
‘Y&fd ‘ i 89%
[Park | | G
Uiy ] J 3%
'Dther ! ! 1%
7 ITiiacordafa |Little-leaf Linden 373 79%
[Sireet ! ‘ ;‘ 73%
|Yard { | | 82%
iPark ] ; | 82%
[Gilty 1 : 5%
‘Other i f j 9%
= |Tila cordata Dropmore’ |Dropmore Littie-leaf Linden 400 7%
iStrest [ : ! 0%
Yard ! ] | 06%
Park i ‘ ; 0%
Uity [ ! L A00% |
|Other | 1 ;‘ 0%
18 |Tilia cordata ‘Greenspire’ Greenspire Littie-leaf Linden 360 | 71%
Strget j 0%
Yard [ | 80%
[Park ] &0%
Utiity ! \ 40%
[Cthar | | ; 0%
25 Tilia euchlors |Crimean Linden 3.57 50%
|Streei ; : 1%
Yard J 86%
Park : | 7%
Uty f ; 145
1Other | ] l 14%
™ Uimus americana ‘Delaware’ |Delaware Amarican Eim 400 7%
Street | %
[Yarg | f : 0%
Park | | 1 0%
Uity 1‘ ; 0%
1Other 1 J 100%

“Rank order is based on respondents in this category oniv.

* Trees rated by less than 25% of respandents in fhis category.




Table 6: Top Trees, Including Appropriate Location(s) as Rated by Respondents in Hardiness Zone 4
{14 Respondents) Arranged Alphabetically by Genus

Ranking* | J Mean | % of
’ | Respenses
s — a
i Uimus lasvis European White Eim 400 7%
Street i | 0%
Yard | ‘ 0%
Park f ; 0%
Utility \‘ i 0%
[Other ‘ _ 100%

*Rank order is based on respondents in this category only.

™ Traes iated Dy tees than 25% of respondents in this category. 37
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Yable 7: Top Trees, Including Appropriate Location(s), as Rated by Respondents in Hardiness Zone §

{187 Respondents) Arranged Alphabetically by Genus

Ranking* Mean % of
Responses

16 |Ables concolor White Fir 328 8%
Gireet 3%

Yard 88%

1PErk T1%

Uttty 8%

Other 13%

35 |Acerginnalg Amur Mapls 314 7%
Street 18%

Yard 78%

Park 64%

Utilny 42%

Other 13%

37 |Acer platanvides Norway Maple 3.44 98%
Street ‘ 85%

Yerd 78%

Park 77%

Lifity 25%

Gther %

38 Acer platanoides 'Columnars’ Columnar Norway Maple 3.14 16%
Strest 75%

Yard 62%

Park 4%

Uity 28%

Other 12%

35 Acer platanoldes ‘Crimson King' Crimson King Norway Maple 343 95%
Birest 58%

Yerd 88%

Park 71%

Uity 6%

Other 8%

33 Acer platancides Deboraly’ Deborah Norway Maple 3146 48%
Street 7%

Yard 88%

Park 78%

Uity 16%

Other 8%

28 lAcer platancides Emerald Quesn’ Emerald Queen Norway Maple 3 3%
Sireat 0%

Yard B5%

Park 78%

Uttty 17%

Other 8%

25 Acer platancides ‘Superform’ Superform Norway Maple 120 57%
Streat 57%

Yard 87%

Park 7%

Utifity 16%

Oty 8%

* Rank order is based on respondends in this calegory only.

38




Table 7: Top Trees, including Appropriate Location(s), as Rated by Respondents in Hardiness Zone 5

{187 Respondents) Arranged Alphabetically by Genus

Ranking® | Mean % of
Responses
18 Acer rubrum Red Maple 324 5%
Strest 43%
Yard B&%
Park B0%
Utifity 16%
Other 14%
17 [Acer rubrum ‘October Glory' October Glory Red Maple 328 0%
8 Street 52%
Yard 84%
Park 75%
Utiitey 12%
Other 12%
3 Acer rubrum ‘Red Sunset' Hed Sunset Red Maple 342 83%
Street 54%
Yard 88%
Park 7%
Utility 12%
Other 11%
7 Acer saccherum Sugar Maple 335 82%
Sfrest 5%
Yard BZ%
Peri 87%
Uttty 18%
Other 13%
] Acer saccharum "Green Mountain’ Green Mountain Sugar Maple 33 58%
Straet : §0%
Yard 87%
Park 82% ]
Litiity 13%
Other 11%
15 Acer saccharum Legacy’ Legacy Sugar Maple 336 3%
Strest 52%
Yard 85%
Park | 82%
Uttty § 2%
Other 11%
&) Acer saccharum 'Columnare’ Columpar Sugar Maple 313 43%
Street 4%
Yard §1%
Pari 12%
Utifity 25%
Other 14%
18 Amelgnchier erbores Downy Serviceberry 324 1%
Street 4%
Yard 86%
Park %%
Uty £3%
_{Cther | 1%

* Rank order is basad on respondends in this category ondy.
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Tabie 7: Top Trees, including Appropriate Location(s), as Rated by Respondents in Hardiness Zone §

{157 Respondents) Arranged Alphabetically by Genus

Ranking® Mean % of
Responses
5 Amelanchier lgevis Majestic’ Majestic Serviceberry 337 3%
Street 11%
Yard 84%
Park 84%
Utility 3%
Cther 8%
4 Ameianchier x grandifore ‘Auturan Brilliance’ Autumn Brilitance Serviceberry 47 0%
Street 8%
Yard 81%
Park 11%
Htility 36%
Cther 14%
2 (Comus mas Cornalian Cherry 324 55%
Strast 4%
Yerd | 94%
Park ? 72%
ity 4%
Other 18%
44 Crataegus phaenopyrim Washington Hawthom 312 3%
Strest 2%
Yerd 5%
Park 69%
Uttty 45%
Other 5%
&3 |Fagus grandifolia American Beech 314 T2%
Shrent 14%
Yard 10%
Park §5%
Utility 1%
e 7%
27 Fagus sylvalica Eurppean Beech 319 61%
Stroet 14%
Yard 85%
Park 80%
Uity 1%
Other 12%
34 |Fagus sylvatica Purplres Peniuls’ Purple Weeping European Beech 315 67%
‘Strast 2%
Yard 92%
Park A45%
ity &%
[Gther 14%
3B Fraxinus americans White Ash v 8%
Street §3%
Yerg 73%
Park B4%
Uity 2%
Other 17%

* Rank order is based on respendents in fhis category only.
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Table 7: Top Trees, Including Appropriate Location(s}, as Rated by Respondents in Hardiness Zone 5
{187 Respondents} Arranged Alphabetically by Genus

Ranking* Mean |  %of
Responses
2 Fraxinus americana ‘Auturnn Applause’ Autumn Applauss White Ash 343 52%
Steet 71% |

Yard i 81%

Fark 82%

Uity 18%

Other 16%

4 Fraxinus ameiicana ‘Autumn Purple’ Autumn Purple White Ash 338 76%
Street 65%

T Vard 8%
Park 80%

Utifity 18%

Other 15%

13 Fraxinus pennsylvanica 'Patmore’ Patmore Green Ash BV 51%
Strest 66%

Yard 4%

Park 75%

Utitiy 24%

Other 84

22 Gingko bilohe Gingho n 85%
Street 60%

Yard 6%

Park 76%

ity 13%

Cther 13%

& Gingko bileba ‘Frinceton Sentry’ Princeton Sentry Gingko 338 30%
Strest 80%

Yard §1%

B Park 83%
Utitity 22%

Other 19%

35 Gledrisia triscsnthos "Skyline’ Shyline Honeylocust 315 7%
Street 74%

Yers 81%

Park 7%

Lititity 23%

Other 8%

21 Malus Fiowering Crabappls 323 B8%
B Strest 37%
Yard 0%

Park 72%

Utiity 43%

Other 14%

28 Malus Centurion’ Lenturion Crabappie 3148 42%
Strest 45%

Yard 89%

Park 75%

Utility 4%

Other 14%

1

* Rank order is based on tespondents in this category only
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Table 7: Top Tress, Including Appropriate Location(s), as Rated by Respondents in Hardiness Zone §

{197 Respondents) Arranged Alphabetically by Genus

Ranking® | Mean % of
Responses
10 Malus ‘Snowdrift' Snowdrift Crabapple 3.8 T8%
Street 3%%
Yeard 6%
Park 69%
Utitity 33%
Other 12%
H 8alus ‘Springsnow’ Springsnow Crabapple 347 43%
Street 3B%
Yard 93%
Perk 0%
Litifty 3%
Other 14%
42 Matasaguoia glyplostroboldes Pawn Redwood 312 5%
Street 16%
Yard 1%
Park % |
Utitity 10%
Dther 6%
14 Picea abies Norway Spruce 327 83%
Street %
Yerd B1%
Park 86%
Lttty 2%
Other 17%
23 |Pices ylauca densele Biack Hills Spruce 322 85%
Street : 7%
Yord | 85%
Pari 30%
Lititity 23%
Ofher 14%
24 |Pices omorike Serhian Spruce 3 82%
Shest 5%
Yard 83%
Park T1%
Lty 21%
Cther 1%
$ Pinus strobus White Pine 330 95%
Street 5%
Yerd 22%
Perk 86%
Utily 21%
(ther 6%
4 Quercus atba White Cak 3.4 7%
Steet 30%
Yard 68%
Park 89%
Uittty 12%
Other ! 20%

> Rarx order is based on respondents in this category only.
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Table 7: Top Trees, Including Appropriate Locéﬁon(s), as Rated bj) Respondents in Hardiness Zone §

{187 Respondents) Arranged Aiphabetically by Genus

Rarking* | ] Mean | %of
{I | | Responsss

45 |Quercus rubra Northern Red Oak 3t 80%

Steat 8%,

Yard 1%

Park 81%

Utity 12%

Other 18%

32 |Swingareticulata Japanese Tree Lilac 317 61%

B Street 3%

Yard 95%

Park 58%

Lititiy 3%

[Other 12%

i2 Taxus cuspidata Japanese Yew 3.28 8%

Strast 3%

Yard 94%

Pk 59%

Utility 0%

Other §%

% Thuje cccidentalis White Ceday 3.20 92%

Street %

Yemd 87%

Park | 65%

Lttty ( 8%

Othar ! 2%

1 [Tits cordete ‘Greenspire’ Greonspire Little-leaf Linden | 328 55%

Street i 4%

Yard 78%

Pak 69%

Uity 12%

Other | 9%

* Rark grder is based on respondents in this category only.
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Tabis 8: Top Trees, Including Appropriate Location{s}, as Rated by Respondents in Hardiness Zone &

{6¢ Respondents} Arranged Alphabetically by Genus

Rank Mean *%of
Crder” Responses
11 Acer pairmatum Japanese Maple 127 93%
Street 5%
Yerd 98%
Park 30%
Lititity 8%
Other 11%
18 Acer platanoides Norway Maple 3.20 3%
Sirest 58%
Yerd 84%
Park 13%
Litility 11%
Other 1%
8 Aver platanoides ‘Trimson King' Crimson King Norway Maple 332 86%
Strest 58%
Yerd £2%
Park 1%
ity 1%
[Other %
14 Acer platanoides Deborah’ Deborah Norway Maple 323 43%
Sheet 51%
Yard 87%
Park 83%
ity 0%
Other 13%
] Ager platanoides Emersld Queen’ Emeraid Queen Norway Maple n 1%
Street £7%
Yard 82%
Fark 5%
Lititity %
Other 1%
22 Acer pitancides ‘Supsiform’ Superform Norway Maple 318 48%
Street §5%
Yerd 88%
Park £5%
Litility 5%
Other 12%
24 Acer rulyum Red Maple 347 34%
Street 4%
Yerd 8%
Park 7%
Lisility 8%
Other 7%
- Aver rubrum 'Karpick' Karpick Red Maple 325 12%
Strest 75%
Yard 16036
Park 8E%
Utily 0%
Cther 25%
+ Rank groer is based on respondents in this category onty.
* Trees rated by less than 25% of respondents in this category. 44




Table &: Top Trees, including Appropriate Lacation(s), as Rated by Respendents in Hardiness Zone §
{69 Respondents) Arranged Alphabetically by Genus

Rank | | Wiean Y% of
Order* Responses
7 Acer rubrum ‘Red Sunset’ Red Sunset Red Mapis 334 77%
Street 53%
Yard 87%
Park T9%
Utiiity %
Giher &%
e Acer X reemanii ‘Celsbration’ Celebration Hybrid Maple 308 16%
Street 73%
Yerd 91%
Fark 81%
Ltifity 0%
Cther : 55%
8 Acer saccharum iSugar Maple 322 83%
Skreest 45%
Yerd { 88%
Fark ! 8%
Litility 0%
Other 16%
13 Acer sacoharum ‘Green Mountsin' Green Mountain Sugar Maple 326 45%
Street £8%
Yard 51%
Park 7é%
- Uity %
Other 19%
43 Acer saccharum Legacy’ Legacy Sugar Mapie 335 30%
Street 1%
Yard 1%
Park 67%
ity 5%
Other 18%
§ Amelanichier arborea Downy Serviceberry 3136 64%
Street 1%
Yard 75%
Park 1%
Uity 0%
Other 9%
44 Amelanchier laevis Majestic’ Majestic Serviceberry 305 2%
Sireet 5%
Yard %
Park §4%
ittty 27%
Cther 5%
2 Amelanchier X grandifora ‘Autumn Brilfiance’ Autumn Brilliance Serviceberry 348 45%
Straet 6%
Yard 4%
Park §5%
Ltility 6%
QOther %

* Rank ordar is based on respondents in this category oniy.
" Trees raled by fess ihan 25% of respondents i this category. 45



Table 8: Top Trees, inciuding Approptiate Location{s}, as Rated by Respondents in Hardiness Zone §

(69 Respondents) Arranged Alphabetically by Genus

Rank Mean % of
Qrder’ Resgponses
38 Befula nigrs River Birch 307 83%
Street 10%
Yard 85%
Park 87%
Utitity 5%
Gther 13%
33 Carpinus betulus Fastigiets’ iPyramidal Eurcpean Hombeam 3t 41%
Strast 4%
Yard %%
Park 54%
Utility 18%
Other 25%
¥ |Comus kouse Kousa Dogwoeod 314 1%
Street 4%
Yard e
Park 63%
Lititity 20%
Other 14%
28 Corus mas Cornelian Cherry 3.15 39%
Strest 7%
Yerd 85%
Pk 83%
Lititty 8%
Qther 8%
= Coryius solums Turkigh Filbert 33 13%
Streat 3%
Yard 100%
Park 56%
Litiliey 13%
Other 56%
B Crataegus Phaeropyrum Washington Hawthorn 310 T0%
Stest 17%
Yard 81%
Park 85%
Uility 3%
Other 13%
h Eucommia uimaides Hardy Rubber Teee 367 %%
Streat 83%
Yerd &7%
Park 30%
Uttty 0%
Other §0%
33 Fagus orandifolia American Beack 3.07 78%
Street 11%
Yerd 85%
Park Bi%
Uity 0%
Other 15%

* Rank ordet is based on respondents in this category only.
* Trees rated by iess than 25% of respondents in this category. 46




Table 8: Top Trees, Inciuding Appropriate Location(s), as Rated by Respondents in Hardiness Zone 6

{69 Respondents) Arranged Alphabefically by Genus

Rank Mean % of
Order* Responses
" Fagus sylvetica Dawyckil Dawyck Europsan Beech 340 14%
Street 20%
Yerd 0%
Park 50%
Utility %
Other 60%
3 Fagus syhatica 'Purpures Penduls' Purple Weeping European Beech 344 §2%
Strest 0%
Yard 86%
Park 49%
Litifity 7%
Other 16%
32 Fraxinus americsns White Ash 342 84%
Sheat 50%
Yard §9%
Park 83%
Uttility 7%
Other 16%%
3 IFraxinus emericana ‘Autumn Applause’ Autumn Applause White Ash 343 43%
Street 0%
Yerd 83%
Park 87%
Ltility 17%
Other 17%
4 Fraxinus americana ‘Autumn Purple’ Auturan Puzple White Ash 341 §4%
Street 0%
Yard 80%
Park 84%
Ltility 11%
Other 16%
= Fraxinus pennsylvenics ‘Cimmaron’ Cimmaron Green Ash 350 23%
Strest 63%
Yard 81%
Park 63%
iy 5%
Other 13%
23 Fraxinus pernsylvanica ‘Marshall Seediess’ Marshali Seedisss Green Ash 318 1%
Street 73%
Yard 84%
Park 6%
Uity 10%
Other 18%
b Fraxinus pennsylvanica ‘Urbenite’ Urbanite Green Agh 31 13%
Shreet 8%
Yayd 89%
Park 56%
Htiity 1%
Other 4%
* Rani order is based on respondents in this categary only.
** Trees rated by less than 25% of respondents in this category. 47




Table 8: Top Trees, Including Appropriate Location{s), as Rated by Respondents in Hardiness Zone &

{69 Respondents} Arranged Alphabetically by Genus

Rank Wean % of
Crder* Responses
b Gingke bilobs Princeion Senty’ Princeton Sentry Gingko 338 19%
Street 54%
Yard 7%
Park 5%
Utility 8%
Other 54%
34 Gleditisia triacenthos mperisl imperial Honeylocust KRN 1%
Strest 1%
Yerd 86%
Park §0%
Uittty 3%
Other 20%
25 Gleditisia acanthos ‘Shademaster’ Shademaster Honeyioocust 317 8%
Street 9%
Yard 83%
Park 78%
Lititity %
» Cther 15%
28 Gleditisia friacanthos ‘Skyfine' Sioviine Honayiocust 345 5%
Sirest 7%
Yard 83%
Park §3%
Utihty &%
Qther 15%
21 lduniperus shinensis Chinese Juniper 318 £2%
Strest 0%
Yard 83%
» Park 5%
Utitty 14%
Other 4%
2% \Maius Flowering Crabapple 347 93%
Street 3%
Yard 92%
Park 12%
Utility W%
Other 13%
1 Malus 'Snowdrift Snowdrift Crabapple 352 T5%
Strest 35%
Yard 84%
Park 1%
Utitity 35%
Other 13%
20 Malus "Springsnow’ Springsnow Crabappie 320 8%
Streat 26%
Yard 92%
Park $0%
Utiiity 3%
Other 9%
* Rank ordar is based on respondents in this category onfy.
** Trees ratec by less than 25% of respondents in this calegory. 48




Table 8: Top Trees, Including Appropriate Location(s), as Rated by Respondents in Hardiness Zone §

(68 Respondents) Arranged Alphabetically by Genus

Rank Mean % of
Ordert Responses

18 Fices abies HNorway Spruce N 96%
Street 2%

Yard 80%

Park 80%

Utitity 9%

Other 18%

36 Fices glauce densats Biack Hills Spruce 310 59%
Street 5%

Yard 88%

Park 78%

Utiiity 17%

Other 17%

n Pinye strobus White Pine 17 £4%
Streat 6%

Yarg 3%

Park 80%

Utility 8%

Other 23%

40 Pseudofsuga menziesii Douglas Fir 367 51%
Straet 5%

Yerd 86%

Park 75%

Uity 4%

Other 21%

kY Pyrus calflerysna Callery Pear 308 0%
Strest 63%

Yard 85%

Park §3%

Lritity 2%

Other 13%

45 Pyrus calleryana Bradird' Sradford Pear 305 91%
Straet 67%

Yerd 80%

Park 74%

Utiiity 25%

Other 18%

17 Guercus albe White Oak iz 78%
Street %

Yord 63%

Park 94%

Lititity 4%

{Other 19%

42 Quercus rubrg Mortham Red Oak 3.08 78%
Strest 35%

Yard 80%

Park 7%

Lty 4%

Cther 15%

* Rank crdel s based on raspondents in this category ony,
** Traes rated by less than 25% of respandents in this category 49




Table 8: Top Trees, Including Appropriate Location(s}, as Rated by Respondents in Hardiness Zone 8

{69 Respondents) Arranged Alphabetically by Genus

Rank ! Mean % of
Order i Responses

18 Syringe reticudats vory Silk’ Japanese Tree Lilac 323 45%
Strest 32%

Yerd 7%

Park 55%

Utitity 2%

Other 16%

5 Taxus cuspidata Japanese Yow 338 18%
‘Street %

Yard 86%

Park 51%

Utility 85%

Other 18%

44 Thuja occidentalis White Cedar 307 8%
Strast 3%

Yard 82%

Park 5%

Litlity 3%

Other 23%

12 Tifia cordaia Little-teaf Linden k¥4 80%
Siest 18%

Yard 49%

Fark 75%

LMty 11%

Other 18%

10 Tiia cordate 'Greenspire’ Gresnspire Little-leaf Linden 3.30 88%
Strest 1%

Yad 8%

Park 79%

Utility 15%

Oiher 5%

* Rank order is basad on respondents in this category anly. 50
5

** Trees rated by less than 25% of respendents in this category.







